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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-5 and 7-45 have been presented for Reconsideration in view of Applicants 
arguments and amended claim language. 

Resuan se to Arguments 

2. The arguments and amendments presented by the Applicant in the 12-3-2004 response 
have been fully considered. The Examiner's response is as follows. 

2.1 Regarding the Applicants response to the Examiner's objection to the 
specification. 

The Examiner thanks the Applicant for the amendment to the specification by 
including the serial numbers for the related co-pending patent applications and withdraws the 
earlier objection to the specification. 

2.2 Regarding the Applicant's response to the 35 U.S.C. 112 rejections of claims 26, 
34, 36 and 44. 

The Examiner thanks the Applicant for amending the claims language in these 
claims and withdraws the 35 U.S.C. 112 rejections of the claims. 

2.3 Regarding the Applicant's response to the Examiner's claim interpretation. 
Applicant argued, 

Accordingly it is improper to ignore the term "ASCII" when 
interpreting the claims. Furthermore Applicant disagrees with the assertion 
that any "string" is the functional equivalent of an ASCII string. An ASCII 
string is a string that includes ASCII characters, which are encoded 
according to specific rules. A non-ASCII string lacks these characteristics. 
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The Examiner respectfully asserts that defining a string and storing the same in a 
memory element and using a hardware description language to implement the storage of the 
same string is functionally equivalent to storing the same string using ASCII encoding. However, 
the Examiner agrees with the Applicant that the presented prior art references do not expressly 
disclose the storage of an "ASCII" string. 

However, the Examiner notes that in the Foxcraft reference it is inherent that there be a 
storage of some type of "strings " coefficients in order to properly perform a "Galois Field 
Multiplier" as claimed and enabled by Applicant's claim language and specification. It is further 
noted that the presence of the "inherent" strings of coefficients are disclosed in (Figure 8 item 
86 and Figure 9 items labeled, a 3 , a 4 and a 5 ). To clarify the Examiner's position further, the 
Examiner respectfully asserts that in order to enable the claimed limitations of, implementing a 
circuit representing a complex polynomial equation in a hardware description language and 
representing the complex polynomial equation in a software program, requires that some method 
of storing the polynomials coefficients and that the method that is used in the art and is the most 
efficient requires the storage of a data structure that is the functional equivalent of a "string" no 
matter what the encoding method being used consists of. Finally, it doesn't matter if the 
encoding of the coefficients is performed using a ASCII, or binary, or hexadecimal, or octal 
encoding scheme, in the end the coefficients must store the numerical coefficients of the 
polynomial in order to perform the claimed functionality. 



2.4 



Regarding the Applicant's response to the 35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 7 
The Applicant argued, 
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Foxcraft fails to anticipate, teach or suggest "producing one or 
more parallel equations in a hardware description language" and "merging the 
one or more parallel equations into a hardware description language 
implementation of a Galios Field circuit" as recited in claim 7. 

The Examiner respectfully traverses the Applicant's arguments. The Examiner 
respectfully points out that the Foxcraft reference discloses production of one or more parallel 
equations in a hardware description language (EXAMPLE Col. 8 Lines 27+, Col. 9 Col. 10), 
the program listings clearly disclose the production of HDL code further, it is inherent that the 
HDL code would be merged into an ASIC design. However, the Foxcraft reference does not 
expressly disclose the simulation of a serial circuit, therefore the 35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of 
claim 7 is withdrawn. 

2.3 Regarding all of Applicants arguments regarding the rejections of claims 1,7, 16, 
19, 26 and 36. 

The Examiner notes that the cited art does not teach the limitation of simulating a 
serial circuit and therefore with draws the 35 U.S.C. 102 and 103 rejections of the claims 1, 7, 
16, 19, 26 and 36. 

An updated search has revealed new art. 

Claim Interpretation 

3. The claims have been given the broadest interpretation by the examiner. For the 
purposes of examination the examiner has determined that the "ASCII string" as claimed refers 
to a method of encoding coefficients for a polynomial that is being programmed using a 
hardware description language and that any "string" of values used for such a purpose is 
functionally equivalent to an "ASCII string. " 
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The Examiner notes that in a system that uses recursion, feedback is inherently part of the 

system. 

Claim Retentions - ?5 USC S 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

4. Independent Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(A) as being unpatentable over 
Foxcraft U.S. Patent 5,818,855 in view of Ko et al. U.S. Patent 5,905,664. 

4.1 As regards independent Claim 7 the Foxcraft reference discloses, a method for 
implementing a circuit representing a complex polynomial equation in an ASIC (Figure 5, Col. 
1 Lines 53-55, Col. 2 Lines 18-37, Col. 8 Lines 5-13), producing one or more parallel equations 
in a hardware description language (EXAMPLE Col. 8 Lines 27+, Col. 9 Col. 10), merging the 
parallel equations into a hardware description language (EXAMPLE Col. 8 Lines 27+, Col. 9 
Col. 10), and implementing a Galois Field Circuit (Figure 5, Col. 1 Lines 53-55). 



Application/Control Number: 09/822,713 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2123 

However, the Foxcraft reference does not expressly disclose the simulation of a 
serial circuit used for complex polynomials. 

The Ko et al reference discloses simulating a serial circuit for complex 
polynomials (Figures 4 & 5, Col. 2 Lines 26-43, Col. 5 Lines 6-13). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used the simulation methods disclosed in the Ko et al reference in 
combination with the Forward Error Correction methods of the Foxcraft reference because, by 
using the Ko et al method, the remainders of modulo 2 polynomial division can be achieved in 
just one clock cycle (Col. 2 Lines 45-48). 

5. Independent Claims 26 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tomizawa et al. U.S. Patent 5,574,717 in view of Ko et al. U.S. Patent 
5,905,664. 

5.1 As regards independent Claims 26 and 36 the Tomizawa et al reference discloses 
an apparatus for performing forward error correction on serial data stream using the SONET 
protocol (Figures 1A, IB, Col. 2 Lines 43-67, Col. 3 Lines 1-13), and using Galios Field 
Decoding (Col. 4 Lines 40-55), and using a de-multiplexor (Figure 10, Col. 9 Lines 15-56). 

However, the Tomizawa et al reference does not expressly disclose the 
simulation of a serial circuit used for complex polynomials. 

The Ko et al reference discloses simulating a serial circuit for complex 
polynomials (Figures 4 & 5, Col. 2 Lines 26-43, Col. 5 Lines 6-13). 
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It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used the simulation methods disclosed in the Ko et al reference in 
combination with the Forward Error Correction methods of the Tomizawa et ai reference 
because, by using the Ko et al. method, the remainders of modulo 2 polynomial division can be 
achieved in just one clock cycle (Col. 2 Lines 45-48). 

6, Independent Claims 1, 16 and 19 and dependent Claims 2-6, 8-15, 17, 18 and 20-25 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Foxcroft U.S. Patent 5,818,855 in 
view of Ko et al. U.S. Patent 5,905,664 in further view of Oskouy et al U.S. Patent 5,673,279 
and in further view of Kao U.S. Patent 5,642,367. 

6.1 As regards independent Claims 1, 16 and 19 the Foxcroft reference discloses a 
method of implementing a circuit representing a complex polynomial in a hardware description 
language (Col. 2 Lines 18-37, EXAMPLE, Col. 7, 8, 9 & 10), storing a plurality of "strings" of 
data in a plurality of storage elements (Figure 5, Figure 7 Items 70, 60, 62, 64, 66, Col. 4 Lines 
32-45), where the plurality of "strings" represent a plurality of initial values of a circuit (Col. 3 
Lines 18-45), storing the "strings" in data structures (Col. 7, 8, 9 & 10), where the "strings" 
represent mathematical operations (Figure 1, Col. 4 Lines 7-67, Col. 5 and Col. 6 Lines 1-39). 

However, the Foxcroft reference does not expressly disclose the simulation of a serial 
communications device or executing the serial circuit for a plurality of cycles. 

However, neither the Foxcraft nor the Oskiuy et al. reference discloses the simulation of a 
serial data stream using complex polynomials. 
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The Oskiuy et al reference discloses simulation of a serial device, using a hardware 
description language and simulating forward error correction (CRC) calculation (Figure 4 and 
Col. 2 Lines 40-57, Col. 4 Lines 53-67, Col. 5 Lines 1-27). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to have simulated the circuit design created using a hardware description language, as 
disclosed in the Foxcroft reference because the simulation will allow the designed to "Debug" 
the design before the design is fabricated using an expensive fabrication process to create an 
integrated circuit. 

The Kao reference discloses that in order to properly simulate a forward error correcting 
circuit design that the circuit performing the calculations of a Galois field must operate for a 
plurality of cycles (Col. 8 Lines 58-67 and Col. 9 Lines 1-18). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made to have a serial communications circuit perform for a plurality of cycles because, in 
order to calculate a Galois field because multiplication is performed in digital logic using shift 
registers and in order to shift the values inside these shift registers and multiply them then the 
shift register must be clocked a plurality of cycles. 

The Ko et al. reference discloses simulating a serial circuit for complex polynomials 
(Figures 4 & 5, Col. 2 Lines 26-43, Col. 5 Lines 6-13). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to have used the simulation methods disclosed in the Ko et al reference in 
combination with the Forward Error Correction methods of the Foxcraft reference because, by 
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using the Ko et al. method, the remainders of modulo 2 polynomial division can be achieved in 
just one clock cycle (CoL 2 Lines 45-48). 

6.2 As regards independent Claim 7 please see paragraph 5.1 above. 

6.3 As regards dependent Claims 2 and 17 the Foxcroft reference discloses both 
"XOR" for addition and "AND" for multiplication (Figure 11 and Figure 10, Col 6 Lines 35- 
39, CoL 7 Lines 15-17). 

6.4 As regards dependent Claims 3, 18 and 23 the Foxcroft reference discloses BCH 
codes used in forward error correction and represented in a complex polynomial equation (Col. 1 
Lines 60-65, CoL 2 Lines 18-36). 

6.5 As regards dependent Claim 8 the Foxcroft reference discloses parallel equations 
implemented in hardware (Figure 5, Figure 7 items 70,60, 62, 64 & 66, CoL 3 Lines 65-67, 
Col. 4 Lines 1-6). 

However, the Foxcroft reference does not expressly disclose the simulation of a serial 
communications device. 

The Oskiuy et al. reference discloses simulation of a serial device, using a hardware 
description language and simulating forward error correction (CRC) calculation (Figure 4 and 
CoL 2 Lines 40-57, CoL 4 Lines 53-67, Col. 5 Lines 1-27) 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to have simulated the circuit design created using a hardware description language, as 
disclosed in the Foxcroft reference because the simulation will allow the designed to "Debug" 
the design before the design is fabricated using an expensive fabrication process to create an 
integrated circuit. 
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6.6 As regards dependent Claims 9 and 20 the Foxcroft reference discloses storing a 
plurality of "strings" of data in a plurality of storage elements (Figure 5, Figure 7 Items 70, 60, 
62, 64, 66, Col. 4 Lines 32-45), where the plurality of "strings" represent a plurality of initial 
values of a circuit (Col. 3 Lines 18-45). 

6.7 As regards dependent Claims 10 and 21 the Foxcroft reference discloses both 
"XOR" for addition and "AND" for multiplication (Figure 11 and Figure 10, Col 6 Lines 35- 
39, Col. 7 Lines 15-17). 

6.8 As regards dependent Claims 11 and 22 the Foxcroft reference does not 
expressly disclose simulating a circuit for a plurality of cycles. 

The Kao reference discloses that in order to properly simulate a forward error 
correcting circuit design that the circuit performing the calculations of a Galois field must 
operate for a plurality of cycles (Col. 8 Lines 58-67 and Col. 9 Lines 1-18). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made to have a serial communications circuit perform for a plurality of cycles because, in 
order to calculate a Galois field because multiplication is performed in digital logic using shift 
registers and in order to shift the values inside these shift registers and multiply them then the 
shift register must be clocked a plurality of cycles. 

6.9 As regards dependent Claims 5, 6 & 12 the Foxcroft reference discloses 
manufacturing an ASIC from a hardware description language implementation (Col. 9 Lines 34- 
67 and Col. 10 Lines 34-55). 

6.10 As regards dependent Claims 13 and 25 the Foxcroft reference does not 
expressly disclose circuit verification. 
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The Oskouy et al reference discloses verifying a circuit design (Figure 7, Col. 1 
Lines 13-22, Col. 3 Lines 19-21). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to verify the functioning of an ASIC during the design and simulation phase 
of product development because of the need to verify that the circuit design is working correctly 
before incurring the large cost involved in manufacturing an ASIC at a chip fabrication facility. 

6.11 As regards dependent Claim 14 the Foxcroft reference discloses a complex 
polynomial equation performing a BCH code (Figure 5, Col. 2 Lines 18-37). 

6.12 As regards dependent Claims 4, 15 and 24 the Foxcroft reference discloses 
merging one or more parallel equations into a hardware description language implementation of 
a Galois Filed circuit (EXAMPLE, Col. 7, 8, 9 & 10), the Examiner notes that it is inherent that 
when using hardware description language that the editor used with the synthesis tool will allow 
the user to write the hardware description language listing to a file. 

However, the Foxcroft reference does not expressly disclose removing initial 
register values and adding a feedback value. 

The Kao reference discloses initial values (Figure 9 note the values inside the 
blocks RA, RB, YA and YB, Figure 13 note the values in the YA block being shifted out, Col. 3 
Lines 49-53, Col. 3 Lines 63-67, Col. 4 Lines 1-2), and adding a feedback, recursive value, 
(Figure 8, note the arrows going from the output of the MUX3/MUL3 block back into the 
parallel WRAA and WRAB blocks, this is feedback Col. 2 Lines 12-13, Col. 2 Lines 22-47 note 
the phrase i( Recursive multiplication and division " recursion requires feedback in order to 
function, Col. 5 Lines 27-38). 
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7. Dependent Claims 27-30, 32, 34, 35, 37-40, 42, 44 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Tomizawa et aL U.S. Patent 5,574,717 in view of Ko et al. 
U.S. Patent 5,905,664 and in further view of Foxcroft U.S. Patent 5,818,855. 

7.1 As regards independent Claims 26 and 36 see paragraph 5.1 above. 

7.2 As regards dependent Claims 27 and 37 the Tomizawa et aL reference does not 
expressly disclose the, well known in the art method, of using a hardware description language to 
design a high-speed communications circuit with forward error correction, however the 
Tomizawa et al reference does disclose implementation in hardware of parallel equations 
(Figure 15). 

The Foxcroft reference discloses using a hardware description language to high- 
speed communications circuit with forward error correction (Col. 2 Lines 18-37, EXAMPLE, 
Col. 7, 8, 9&10). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used a hardware description language to design a high-speed 
communications circuit because, hardware description languages are flexible design tools that 
allow for simulation using test benches, and provide compatibility with other modern design 
methodologies to verify modern circuit designs, in such a manner that, to design a high-speed 
circuit using legacy methodologies would be cost prohibitive and to inefficient to be considered 
practical 
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7.3 As regards dependent Claims 28 and 38 the Tomizawa et al reference does not 
expressly disclose using software to design a circuit, however the Tomizawa et al reference does 
disclose implementation in hardware of parallel equations (Figure 15). 

The Foxcroft reference discloses using software, to design a high speed serial 
communications circuit (Col. 2 Lines 18-37, EXAMPLE, Col. 7, 8, 9 & 10). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used a hardware description language to design a high-speed 
communications circuit because, hardware description languages are flexible design tools that 
allow for simulation using test benches, and provide compatibility with other modern design 
methodologies to verify modern circuit designs, in such a manner that, to design a high-speed 
circuit using legacy methodologies would be cost prohibitive and to inefficient to be considered 
practical. 

7.4 As regards dependent Claims 29 and 39 the Tomizawa et al reference does not 
expressly disclose strings. 

The Foxcroft reference discloses storing a plurality of "strings" of data in a 
plurality of storage elements (Figure 5, Figure 7 Items 70, 60, 62, 64, 66, Col. 4 Lines 32-45), 
where the plurality of "strings" represent a plurality of initial values of a circuit (Col. 3 Lines 
18-45), storing the "strings" in data structures (Col. 7, 8, 9 & 10), where the "strings" represent 
mathematical operations (Figure 1, Col. 4 Lines 7-67, Col. 5 and CoL 6 Lines 1-39). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used a hardware description language methods, as disclosed in the 
Foxcroft reference, to design a high-speed communications circuit because, hardware description 
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languages are flexible design tools that allow for simulation using test benches, and provide 
compatibility with other modern design methodologies to verify modern circuit designs, in such 
a manner that, to design a high-speed circuit using legacy methodologies would be cost 
prohibitive and to inefficient to be considered practical. 

7.5 As regards dependent Claims 30 and 40 the Tomizawa et al reference does not 
expressly disclose "XOR" or "AND" for addition and multiplication. 

The Foxcroft reference discloses both "XOR" for addition and "AND" for 
multiplication (Figure 11 and Figure 10, Col 6 Lines 35-39, Col. 7 Lines 15-17). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used a hardware description language methods, as disclosed in the 
Foxcroft reference, to design a high-speed communications circuit because, hardware description 
languages are flexible design tools that allow for simulation using test benches, and provide 
compatibility with other modern design methodologies to verify high density circuit designs, in 
such a manner that, to design a high-speed circuit using legacy methodologies, would be cost 
prohibitive and to inefficient to be considered practical. 

7.6 As regards dependent Claims 32 and 42 the Tomizawa et al reference does not 
expressly disclose designing an ASIC. 

The Foxcroft reference discloses designing an ASIC (Col. 1 Lines 52-55, Col. 9 

Lines 34-37). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have implemented the design in an ASIC (Application Specific 
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Integrated Circuit) because of the increased performance available from using an ASIC as 
opposed to a Field Programmable Gate Array (Tomizawa et al reference Col. 3 Lines 34-45). 

7.7 As regards dependent Claims 34 and 44 the Tomizawa et ah reference does not 
expressly disclose BCH code used for Forward Error Correction. 

The Foxcroft reference discloses using a BCH code for Forward Error Correction (Col. 2 
Lines 18-37). 

. It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used a BCD code for Forward Error Correction so that the 
communications system of the Tomizawa et al reference would be compatible with the DRAFT 
ETS 300 744 (May 1996) standard, (Foxcroft Col. 1 Lines 19-34), 

7.8 As regards dependent Claims 35 and 45 the Tomizawa et al reference discloses 
parallel equations and feedback (Figure 17 and Col. 11 & 12 "Sixth Embodiment"). 

8. Dependent Claims 33 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tomizawa et al. U.S. Patent 5,574,717 in view of Foxcroft U.S. Patent 5,818,855 and in 
view of Ko et al. U.S. Patent 5,905,664 and in further view of Oskouy et al. U.S. Patent 
5,673,279. 

8.1 As regards independent Claims 26 and 36 see section 5.1 above. 

8.2 As regards dependent Claims 27 and 32 please see sections 7.2 and 7.6 above. 

8.3 As regards dependent Claim 42 please see section 7.6 above. 

8.4 As regards dependent Claims 33 and 43 the Tomizawa et al reference does not 
expressly disclose verifying a circuit design. 
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The Oskouy et al reference discloses verifying a circuit design (Figure 7, CoL 1 
Lines 13-22, CoL 3 Lines 19-21). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made to verify the functioning of an ASIC during the design and simulation phase 
of product development because of the need to verify that the circuit design is working correctly 
before incurring the large cost involved in manufacturing an ASIC at a chip fabrication facility. 

9. Dependent Claims 31 and 41 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tomizawa et al. U.S. Patent 5,574,717 in view of Foxcroft U.S. Patent 5,818,855 and in 
view of Ko et al. U.S. Patent 5,905,664 and in further view of Kao U.S. Patent 5,642,367. 

9.1 As regards independent Claims 26 and 36 see section 5.1 above. 

9.2 As regards dependent Claims 28 see section 7.3 above. 

9.3 As regards dependent Claims 37 and 38 see sections 7.2 and 7.3 above. 

9.4 As regards dependent Claims 31 and 41 the Tomizawa et al reference does not 
expressly disclose a plurality of cycles being simulated. 

The Kao reference discloses that in order to properly simulate a forward error correcting 
circuit design that the circuit performing the calculations of a Galois field must operate for a 
plurality of cycles (Col. 8 Lines 58-67 and Col. 9 Lines 1-18). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was .made to have a serial communications circuit perform for a plurality of cycles because, in 
order to calculate a Galois field because multiplication is performed in digital logic using shift 
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registers and in order to shift the values inside these shift registers and multiply them then the 
shift register must be clocked a plurality of cycles. 

Conclusion 

10. Claims 1-5 and 7-45 have been presented for reconsideration in view of Applicant's 
arguments and amended claims language. Claim 6 has been cancelled. Claims 1-5 and 7-45 
have been rejected. 

10.1 Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

10.2 The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Seawright et al. U.S. Patent 5,920,711 discloses methods of generating HDL 
code and simulating a high-speed serial ATM circuit (Figures 1-16 and Col. 16 Lines 30-48). 
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Reed Soloman Codes" by Witold Litwin and Thomas Schwarz discloses using ASCII strings 
for Galois field calculations using complex polynomials (pages 239 & 240). 



ATM Networks" by Anna Hac and Xiaoyang Chu discloses FEC in ATM with simulation 
Pages (97-103). 

10.3 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dwin M Craig whose telephone number is 703 305-7150. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 10:00 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kevin Teska can be reached on 703 305-9704. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free).* 
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